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In Reply Refer To: 
4100(P) 
GR#403503 
LLCAD-05000.37 
 
Mr. Dan Canfield 
Planning Manager 
California Department of Parks and Recreation 
Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 200 
Scaramento, CA 95816 
 
Dear Mr. Canfield; 
 
The BLM has obtained a copy of a “Notice of Preparation” (NOP) at recent information meeting that 
outlines several areas of concern which will be assessed by the California Department of Parks and 
Recreation (CDPR), Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation (OHMVR) Division with regard to 
Eastern Kern County Acquisition Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The area in question is 
currently owned by Renewable Resources Group (RRG) where private land exists in a checkerboard 
land ownership pattern with the BLM.  We understand that this document is necessary to satisfy 
CEQA requirements during the NEPA process. 
 
After reading the NOP the BLM is perplexed because the document makes no mention of cattle 
grazing as a current and ongoing activity which would be analyzed as part of the Acquisition EIR. 
The current owner, RRG, acquired the land with the stipulation that grazing would be permitted. We 
know that the impetus for cattle grazing stems from the availability of federal land. However, 
because the ownership of land in the area has a checkerboard pattern, grazing on federal lands, and 
grazing on private (potentially State owned) lands are inseparable. The two land ownership types are 
interwoven by the practice of cattle grazing as well as by other activities. Given this situation, we 
believe cattle grazing should be addressed in any subsequent scoping document and in the 
Acquisition EIR as a current and ongoing activity.  
 
Because the OHMVR Division did not list grazing as one of the present and recognized activities on 
the private land in the NOP, the BLM wonders, what is the OHMVR Division’s commitment to the 
future of grazing in the project area? The current permittee has a ranching operation that depends 
upon not only forage on private land, but also upon facilities and waters on private land and would 
become OHMVR managed land. Ranching has been a legitimate and honorable endeavor in the 
project area for over 80 years. The current permittee is engaged in long term efforts to make his 
grazing activity more efficient and less impactful. However, neither the permittee nor the BLM can 
make adequate improvements without the commitment of the OHMVR Division to grazing activity. 
The BLM will continue to manage for cattle grazing with the anticipation that the OHMVR Division 
will recognize the interdependent circumstances that dictate the future of grazing in the project area. 



Thank you for consideration of these concerns. If the Ridgecrest BLM can be of assistance in the 
future please contact either Robert Pawelek, Resources Branch Chief at 760-384-5430 or Sam 
Fitton, Natural Resource Specialist at 760-384-5432. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
      Robert W. Pawelek 
      Field Manager, Acting 
 
 
Cc: Michael Kaschak, Renewable Resources Group 
       Bruce Hafenfeld, Hafenfeld Ranch 
       Eric Hafenfeld, Hafenfeld Ranch 
 
Signed hard copy sent via surface mail 
 
 
 
 
     
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
 



File Code: 2350 
Date: November 5, 2012 

Mr. Dan Canfield 
Planning Manager 
California Department of Parks and Recreation 
(OHMVR) 
1725 23rd Street 
Suite 200 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
 
 

Dear Mr. Canfield, 

 

This letter is reference to the Notice of Preparation of the Eastern Kern County Acquisition 
Environmental Impact Report and is in reference to the project’s potential implications to the 
Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail (PCT) which traverses the northern and western project areas. 

The U.S. Forest Service is designated as the lead agency for management of the PCT and the 
collaborative management with California Department of Parks and Recreation and the Bureau 
of Land Management, and the Kern County Sherriff’s Office has been a critical to our success in 
protecting the trail corridor in that area.  As you are likely aware, there has been significant 
interagency and stakeholder effort in Kern County to address illegal motorized trail use on the 
PCT.   

The nature and purpose of the PCT is to provide high-quality, scenic, primitive hiking and 
horseback-riding experiences, and to conserve natural, scenic, historic, and cultural resources 
along the PCT corridor.  Motorized use is prohibited on the PCT in the National Trails System 
Act (P.L. 90-543) and under 36 CFR 261.20. While the project proposal does not specifically 
address motorized or mechanized trail development, be advised that approximately 4,500 acres 
of this 28,500 acre proposal are within 1 mile of the PCT and would be of concern if motorized 
trails were created within them.   
 

The EIR references collaboration with the BLM regarding future management of lands.  The 
BLM Manual Policy Direction 6250 for National Scenic and Historic Trails directs to safeguard 
the nature and purposes of National Trails to provide for maximum compatible outdoor 
recreation potential, and protection, conservation and enjoyment of the nationally significant 
scenic, historic, natural, and cultural qualities of the areas and associated settings through which 
such trails may pass, as well as the primary use or uses of the trail.  There are approximately 
4,000 acres of BLM lands that would be of similar concern since they could provide access 
within 1 mile of the PCT. 

 



If you have additional questions regarding these concerns or management of the Pacific Crest 
National Scenic Trail, please contact Beth Boyst @bboyst@fs.fed.us or 707-562-8881. 

 

Sincerely, 
 
 

/S/BETH BOYST 
  
BETH BOYST 
Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail Manager 
 
cc:  mconley@blm.gov    
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December 18, 2012

California Department of Parks and Recreation
Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division
Attn: Dan Canfield
1725 23rd Street, Suite 200
Sacramento, California 95816

Dear Mr. Canfield,

The Kern County Board of Supervisors appreciates the efforts of the State to expand
opportunities for recreational use in our desert areas by establishing a new Off-Highway
Vehicle (OHV) riding area in Kern County. Kern County has been in partnership for many
years with the Division in attempting to site and permit a new riding area without success.

The Eastern Kern County Acquisition is supported by the Board as long as traditional
grazing and mining uses are accommodated and incorporated into any plan coordinated
with the US Bureau of Land Management. The size of the acquisition, potentially 28,500
acres, provides opportunities for accommodation of all these traditional uses in the desert.

Please contact Lorelei Oviatt, Kern County Planning and Community Development Director
for assistance and comment as you develop this important new resource for our OHV
community.

Z Scrivner, Chairman
Kern County Board of Supervisors

cc: Governor Brown
Senator Jean Fuller
Senator Michael Rubio
Assemblyman David Valadao
Assemblywoman Shannon Grove
Assemblywoman Connie Conway



From: Lorelei H. Oviatt [mailto:LORELEIO@co.kern.ca.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2012 3:10 PM
To: OHVINFO
Subject: Eastern Kern County Acquisition

Please put the Kern County Planning and Community Development Department on the all CEQA and 
planning notifications at the address below. To date we have received no notifications including the NOP 
or an invitation to the focus group decisions. As the entire project is within Kern County we would 
appreciate being included in the process. 

Sincerely, 

Lorelei H.Oviatt, AICP
Director
Kern County Planning and Community Development Department
2700 "M" Street Bakersfield, Ca 93301
(661)862-8866 Fax (661) 862-8601

FW: Eastern Kern County Acquisition
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-----Original Message-----
From: Lucy Clark [mailto:lucyg391@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 11, 2012 5:14 PM
To: Canfield, Dan
Subject: Eastern Kern County Acquisition

Dan Canfield, Planning Manager
California Dept. of Parks and Recreation Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division
1725 23rd Street, Suite 200
Sacramento, CA 95816
November 11, 2012

The Kern Chapter of the California Native Plant Society appreciates the opportunity, and herein submits 
its comments on the NOP for the EIR for the proposed "Eastern Kern County Acquisition" for an OHVRA.

First, this is a botanically understudied area, as evidenced by the North Sky River Project and the 
Jawbone Wind Energy Project DEIR. The surveys done there revealed rare plants not included in the 
CNDDB, including one un-described species. Plant Surveys during all four seasons, and possibly for more 
than one year, must be completed on all
28,500 acres for all listed plants and plant species of concern, for which the area contains potential 
habitat(s).

As outdoor people, we are concerned about the invasion of the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail by 
OHVs, currently and in the future. The Trail has been in the past a place of peaceful contemplation, 
enjoyment of nature (including the investigation of native plants), and personal testing. It's natural 
sounds; views, close and far; and air quality (including that smell of sage) should be thoroughly 
protected in the EIR.

The damage already done in our State Park, Red Rock Canyon, by OHV's intrusions, has not been 
prevented, nor have the damages been restored. The current destruction of native plants and habitats is 
irreparable within three lifetimes. The State Parks Department must complete and approve the General 
Plan for RRCSP, before an adjacent OHMVRA is considered. This is the only way to begin to protect 
RRCSP.
The RRCSP's peacefulness, plant communities, and air quality have been quite degraded since the 
opening of Jaw Bone Canyon to OHVs. The funding of the restoration and protection of Red Rock Canyon 
from OHVs should not be required of CA tax payers. This money should come from your budget, and be 
included in the General Plan.

The foundations of our concerns are:
1. The inherent destruction of the natural environment by OHVs, 2. The seeming enjoyment or 
entitlement taken by bike riders in going off trail, cutting fences, removal/changing locations of signs, 
i.e.
destroying the environment,
3. The inability of the OHMVRD to enforce regulations to stay on trail, and to punish those who do not.

Your own two page NOP infers that riders are currently trespassing on private and BLM (our) lands. The 
fact that the Division has not carried out the study mandated by SB 742, for using large, viewable IDs for 
every vehicle, is documented failure to comply with existing state law and does not bode well, in our 
minds, for strict enforcement of on trail only regulations in this huge area. The EIR should include 

Eastern Kern County Acquisition
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minds, for strict enforcement of on trail only regulations in this huge area. The EIR should include 
specific and realistic methods of surveillance. Perhaps drones can be used to increase monitoring 
effectiveness, identification, arrest, and perhaps, as on state lakes, the confiscation of the transport of 
law-breakers. (If drones are being used to track migrating birds, they might be useful in tracking OHVs.)
The OHMVRD should include plans for financial assistance for helping the BLM in defending their 
parcels. U.S. Taxpayers should not be required to do this.

Again, the protection and maintenance of the native plant habitats, whether desert, spring, riparian, etc. 
are our central concerns, as all of the resident critters of this huge area depend on the plants and their 
environment for their livelihood. We request that one of the land use Alternatives in the EIR be "no 
development."

Please add my name to all future announcements and mailings for this current, and future, OHV issues.

Lucy Clark
Conservation Committee
Kern Chapter of CNPS
HC 3 Box 88
Bakersfield, CA
93308-9124
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NATIONAL PUBLIC LANDS. NEWS 
941 E. RIDGECREST BOULEVARD 
RIDGECREST, CALIFORNIA 93555 

 
 

November 10, 2012 
dcanfield@parks.ca.gov 
 
Mr. Dave Canfield, 
 
We support the acquisition of the Renewable Resources (aka the Rudnick/Onyx Ranch) 
lands for sale within and near BLM’s Jawbone facility, only if certain conditions are met. 
 
1. There needs to be an Interim Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for most of the 
acquisition.  The Interim MOU should be between State Parks OHMVR Division, Bureau 
of Land Management (BLM), Friends of Jawbone (FOJ) and Kern County and should be 
made a part of the EIR/EIS, which evaluates the direct and indirect consequences.  This 
Interim MOU should become a public document and then, with whatever modifications 
are made, should become a part of the General Plan EIR/EIS.  (We suggest the County of 
Kern at some level be involved in this process; especially as the county has recently 
begun to develop a county wide road and trails plan.) 
 
2. The Notice of Preparation, page 3, alludes to a continuation of activities and access, 
however it fails to mention a number of on-going activities.  Assurances must be 
provided that all activities currently happening on the proposed acquisition lands must be 
allowed to continue.  (Some missing from the list are:  Ranching  (historic and present 
families’ livelihood) recreating, hunting, mining, rock hounding, ballooning, rock 
climbing, geo-caching, kite flying, photography, filming, and star gazing.) 
 
3. The lease(s) for cattle grazing should be signed immediately after the acquisition takes 
place to insure historic cattle ranching. 
   
4. Assurances need to be in writing and included within the EIR/EIS that no part of the 
acquisition lands will be granted or added to Red Rock Canyon State Park or gifted to 
Sequoia National Forest.   
 
5. Red Rock Canyon State Park has not had the money to manage their area.  FOJ has 
contributed immensely to the operation of Red Rock State Park and would like to 
continue with the acquisition lands, as they believe in the multi-use principle that governs 
the BLM lands and these private lands. 
 
6. The acquisition is merely an exchange with no direct environmental consequences of 
itself.  However, An EIR/EIS will be completed which covers the indirect and potential 
direct consequences of the acquisition.   NPLNews believes that this should be an EIS 
because of the intermingling of BLM lands and the multiple-use concept as noted above. 



7. There are two federally listed animal species (the Desert Tortoise and the California 
Condor, which make these acquisition lands their home and hunting grounds, as well as a 
number of migratory birds which are listed but only pass through.) and one state listed 
animal species (Mojave Ground Squirrel).  Complete listings of animal and plant species, 
both federal and state, need to be included in the EIS. 
 
8. Red Rock Canyon’s General Plan has yet to be completed after a dozen years of non-
compliance.  It would make fiscal and environmental sense to give California OHMVR 
Division a role in assisting the General Plan to include the Acquisition Lands.  
 
9. The Notice of Preparation, page 3, alludes to a number of activities that are expected to 
increase.   The BLM, the FOJ and the Kern County Sheriff’s Department and their Search 
and Rescue Group have been providing law enforcement and safety to the public and are 
expected to continue to do so.   The OHMVR Division of State Parks will provide an 
extra endorsement. 
 
10. It would be wise for the OHMVR Division of State Parks to continue to contract with 
the FOJ, as they already know many of the areas requiring protection for natural and 
cultural resource management activities. 
 
11. The State Parks OHMVR Division proposes to issue permits for special activities 
“which are themselves potentially subject to separate CEQA review”.  The level of 
activities that trigger this special permit should be provided in this EIS/EIR and again in 
the General Plan.  The responsible party for issuing the permit(s) should be included in 
the MOU’s. 
 
In conclusion, NPLNews.com supports this acquisition only if the eleven points are 
considered. 
 
Sophia Anne Merk (Sam), Director 
samnplnews@yahoo.com 
 
cc:  Kern County Planning Department 
       Friends of Jawbone 
       BLM, Carl Symons 
       Ridgecrest City Council 
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ORV Watch Kern County 
http://www.orvwatchkerncounty.com 

661-878-7838 
 
 
 
November 9, 2012 
Dan Canfield 
Planning Manager 
OHMR Division 
 
Subject:  Comments on OHMVR Scoping process, Kern County land acquisition 
 
Dear Mr. Canfield; 
 
We attended OHMVR’s Lancaster meeting on October 17, 2012 regarding the scoping process 
for acquisition of 28,000 acres in Kern County.  Following our review of online maps and 
meeting comments, we are submitting additional comments. 
 
Red Rock Canyon State Park will be directly affected by the OHMVR land acquisition.  
Completion of the Red Rock Canyon General Plan was suspended in 2009 due to budgetary 
issues. The Division must put first things first.  The RRC General Plan must be addressed, 
assessed, and completed prior to expenditure of funds for procurement of proposed adjacent 
OHV Park lands. 
 
The crown jewel in our National Park Trail System, the Pacific Crest Trail, has been under siege 
by illegal dirt bike riders.  Even though legal OHV opportunities are located in Kern County 
within minutes of the PCT, lawless riders choose to destroy public and private lands.  
 
Law enforcement officers from multiple disciplines have complained about insufficient funds 
and personnel for patrolling the impacted areas to date.  What plan will the Division implement 
to fund and staff additional LEOs to mitigate ineluctable intrusion of additional rogue riders 
onto private and public lands in Kern County? 
 
It needs to be pointed out once again, that the OHMVR Division has not complied with SB742 
which mandated that a study be conducted regarding large, visible IDs for OHVs.  It is 
imperative that this study be conducted in advance of expanding OHV opportunities in Kern 
County.  Division personnel need to take an honest look at the direct association between OHV 
trespass and the lack of visible rider/vehicle identification.  OHMVR Division needs to 
participate in an honest dialogue about conflict between quiet recreation and OHV use before 
additional off-road riding opportunities are developed. 
 
Hikers and equestrians will feel the adverse effects of noise and dust, and inevitable trespass 
from parcels adjacent to the Pacific Crest Trail. That being said, the parcels in question could be 
developed to potentially conform and harmonize with quiet recreation if they are judiciously 
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utilized. For example these sections could accommodate primitive camping areas and/or rest 
sites for hikers and equestrians, replete with livestock pens and water for horses. 
 
 
The following APNs represent sections which adversely impact the Pacific Crest Trail: 
 
153-01-203 
153-01-207 
153-05-103 
153-08-008 
153-070-02 
153-070-03 
153-070-07 
153-070-05 
 
 
  
These parcels which are located in Caliente are problematic: 
 
APN 442-03-001 
APN 442-02-020 
APN 442-04-001 
 
These sections in particular, should not be considered for OHV use; off-road vehicle activity 
within the Caliente community is in direct conflict with rural residents’ lifestyle, horse and 
cattle ranching, and cattle grazing.  We strongly object to these parcels being utilized for OHV 
activities.  We have listened to members of the off-road community indicate that the OHMVR 
Division hopes to ultimately link these Caliente sections with dirt bike trails to and from 
Jawbone Canyon.  At the October 17th OHMVR meeting in Lancaster, you stated, Mr. Canfield, 
that these parcels specifically will “ensure OHV recreation for future generations”.  We object 
to these parcels being used as placeholders for future cross country dirt bike trails from 
Jawbone Canyon to Caliente. 
 
OHMVR’s mission statement indicates that quality recreational opportunities remain available 
for future generations by providing for education, conservation, and enforcement efforts that 
balance OHV recreation impact with programs that conserve and protect cultural and natural 
resource.”  We bring to your attention, Mr. Canfield, the OHMVR’s mission statement does not 
bring to mind images of dirt bike trails emanating from Jawbone Canyon and proliferating 
through the Piute Mountains, Caliente and beyond.  Balance is needed here. 
 
We are concerned about protection and preservation of the Butterbredt ACEC lands. 
 
In the September 23, 2012 issue of ‘The Wall Street Journal Sunday’, the lead article warns, 
“Valley Fever costs mount for patients, taxpayers”.  The Health Collaborative author goes on to 
say that Valley Fever cases are soaring in the southwest, causing taxpayers millions of dollars.  



What plan does the OHMVR Division have in place to address the tremendous amount of dust 
that will be raised and spread as a direct result of heavy OHV use in the high desert? 
 
All these issues need to be addressed before a genuine stakeholder process can begin.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mesonika Piecuch 
Executive Director 
ORV WATCH KERN COUNTY 
  
 
  
 



 

__________________________________________________________________ 
 

                     Pacific Crest Trail Association 
                   1331 Garden Highway ∙ Sacramento, CA 95833 

                    (916) 285-1846 (Phone) ∙ (916) 285-1865 (Fax) ∙ www.pcta.org 
 

 
 

November 2, 2012 
Mr. Dan Canfield  
Planning Manager  
California Department of Parks and Recreation (OHMVR)  
1725 23rd Street  
Suite 200  
Sacramento, CA 95816  
 
Dear Mr. Canfield,  
 
This letter is reference to the Notice of Preparation of the Eastern Kern County Acquisition 
Environmental Impact Report and is in reference to the project’s potential implications to the 
Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail (PCT) which traverses the northern and western project areas.  
 
I am writing on behalf of the Pacific Crest Trail Association (PCTA).  Our 9,000-member 
organization is the primary private partner with the United States Forest Service, Bureau of Land 
Management, National Park Service, and California State Parks in the management and 
protection of the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail (PCNST) from Mexico to Canada.  Last 
year alone, programs organized under PCTA’s leadership provided 115,000 hours of volunteer 
labor to manage the PCNST on the ground and we have participated in dozens of planning 
processes from the national to the local level.   
 
PCTA has partnered with the U.S. Forest Service, BLM, California State Parks, Kern County 
Sherriff’s Office and local stakeholders to protect the PCT from illegal motorized trail use in the 
Tehachapi area of Kern County.  This collaborative effort has been critical to our success in 
protecting the trail corridor in that area.    
 
It is important to reflect upon the nature and purpose of the PCT when it was designated a 
National Scenic Trail by Congress in 1968.  The nature and purpose of the PCT is to provide 
high-quality, scenic, primitive hiking and equestrian experiences, and to conserve natural, scenic, 
historic, and cultural resources along the PCT corridor.  Further, in the National Trails System 
Act (P.L. 90-543) and under 36 CFR 261.20, motorized use is prohibited on the PCT.  I 
understand that the project proposal does not specifically address motorized or mechanized trail 
development, however I would be remiss if I didn’t specifically address this issue, as motorized 
trails are not compatible with the nature and purpose of the PCT and approximately 4,500 acres 
of the proposed project area are within 1 mile of the PCT.   
 
The EIR references a collaborative effort with the BLM regarding the future management of 
lands. It is important to note that the BLM Manual Policy Direction 6250 for National Scenic 
and Historic Trails directs the Bureau to safeguard the nature and purposes of National Trails to 
provide for maximum compatible outdoor recreation potential, and protection, conservation and  



 

__________________________________________________________________ 
 

                     Pacific Crest Trail Association 
                   1331 Garden Highway ∙ Sacramento, CA 95833 

                    (916) 285-1846 (Phone) ∙ (916) 285-1865 (Fax) ∙ www.pcta.org 
 

 
 
enjoyment of the nationally significant scenic, historic, natural, and cultural qualities of the areas 
and associated settings through which such trails may pass, as well as the primary use or uses of 
the trail. Similarly, there are about 4,000 acres of BLM lands that prove concerning since they 
could provide motorized access within 1 mile of the PCT.  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Anitra I. Kass 
Southern California Regional Representative 
Pacific Crest Trail Association 
akass@pcta.org 
951-257-4100 
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November 13, 2012 
 
Dan Canfield 
Planning Manager 
OHMR Division 
1725 23rd Street 
Sacramento, CA  95816 
 
dcanfield@parks.ca.gov 
 
Subject:  Comments on OHMVR Scoping process, Kern County land acquisition 
 
Dear Mr. Canfield: 
 
We submit the following comments in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
the Eastern Kern County Acquisition EIR, dated September 26, 2012. 
 
We know the OHMVR Division has wanted to acquire these lands for many years; and 
while this acquisition could indeed benefit recreation of all kinds and provide 
opportunities for better management of natural and cultural resources, we are skeptical 
of that actually happening.  The OHMVR Division’s past record of providing resource 
protection in lands within its SVRAs has not, in our experience, been a good one.   
Carnegie and Ocotillo Wells State Vehicular Recreation Areas (SVRAs) provide examples 
of where unique and extremely rare resources continue to suffer damage from OHV 
recreation.   
 
Red Rock Canyon State Park – First and foremost among our concerns with this 
acquisition is our concern for the future management of Red Rock Canyon State Park 
(RRCSP).  For years now, the California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) has 
inexcusably delayed the General Plan process for RRCSP.  That delay has resulted in 
increasing OHV use within the park and ongoing damage to irreplaceable natural and 
cultural resources, as documented by DPRs own archaeologists. 1  In addition to 

                                                        
1 Samson, Michael P. Associate State Archaeologist, California State Parks. The 
Effects of Off‐Highway Vehicles  on Archaeological Sites and  Selected Natural 
Resources  of Red Rock Canyon State Park. June 2007 
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important archaeological sites, uplifted lake beds in Red Rock Canyon hold preserved 
important vertebrate fossils over 60 million years of age.  This fossil assemblage is 
important because the Paleocene epoch is poorly recorded in the west.2  
 
At the September 2012 OHV Commission in Placerville, Phil Jenkins, in answer to a 
question about access to the new parcels, responded that access could be through 
RRCSP.  This would be absolutely unacceptable.  Existing OHV use in the park needs to 
be stopped, in order to protect the incredibly important natural and cultural resources 
therein.  The OHV Division, through the interference by former Deputy Director Daphne 
Greene, succeeded in preventing both the General Plan process and interim protection 
for RRCSP resources.   
 
Red Rock’s  “Last Chance Addition” lands were given to DPR by the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) in the Wilderness Act 0f 1994 to manage as part of Red Rock 
Canyon State Park “for maximum protection” of their resources.  DPR’s response has 
been to allow damaging OHV use to dominate the landscape, with excuse after excuse 
for neither protecting the lands nor completing the General Plan that could provide the 
means for evaluating and protecting them.   These new lands pose new and additional 
threats to resources at RRCSP.  Accordingly, we must oppose this acquisition until OHV 
use is completely removed from Red Rock and protection for park resources is assured.  
If DPR has funds to acquire 28,500 acres of new lands for OHV use, it should have the 
money to complete the General Plan for Red Rock.   
 
Similarly, BLM lands adjacent to Ocotillo Wells SVRA are managed by the OHMVR 
Division under a Memorandum of Understanding, wherein vehicle travel on the lands is 
required to be restricted to designated routes.  However, Supervisors and law 
enforcement personnel at the SVRA allow open riding on the BLM lands, as well as in 
the rest of the SVRA. 
 
The proposed acquisition lands must be surveyed and assessed for natural, cultural and 
paleological resources such as those in RRCSP and fully evaluated in the EIR. 
 
With DPR’s history of big promises but dismal record with regard to resource protection, 
the EIR must provide very convincing evidence that DPR and OHMVR Division have both 
the resources and the will to tackle the management challenges presented by the 
proposed acquisition parcels.  The EIR must spell out in detail how DPR will succeed in 
its lofty management goals. 
 
Virtually all but 10 acres of the proposed acquisition are within the boundaries of the 
Jawbone‐Butterbredt Area of Critical Environmental Concern (JBACEC) which was 
designated by the BLM to protect wildlife and the Native American values in the area.  

                                                        
2 Schoenherr, Allan A., A Natural History of California.  University of California Press. 
1992.  P. 55 
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For decades much of the proposed acquisition area was and currently is in a 
checkerboard public and private land ownership pattern and is currently about half of 
the area is designated as closed to public access. This management strategy has 
maintained a robust and environmentally intact landscape that any acquisition should 
maintain.  Opening up the areas to new OHV activities will quickly and irrevocable 
deteriorate the environment due to direct and indirect impacts from OHV recreation, 
including fragmentation of habitat, spread of non‐native plants, degradation of soils and 
cryptobiotic crusts and other impacts associated with off‐road vehicle recreation.  
Because of the current recognition of the wildlife habitat and Native American values for 
which the JBACEC was established, the acquisition and use of the area for off‐road 
activities appears to immediately set up a conflict between conservation values and off‐
road vehicle access.  The EIR must fully explore the impacts to the acquisition areas. 
 
The acquisition parcels include a world‐renowned migratory bird stopover spring – 
Butterbredt Springs.3  This unique location has been recognized and managed 
specifically for conservation purposes for decades cooperatively between the private 
land owner and the Bureau of Land Management.  The values of this crucial spring is 
already being impacted by wind farm development in the area, and further impacts 
through management changes to accommodate off‐road vehicle access could further 
threaten the spring area and the migratory birds that use these critical springs.  This 
issues needs to be clearly addressed in the EIR 
 
The proposed acquisition parcels also harbor numerous springs and wells that are of 
great value to wildlife, including Measles Spring, Green Spring, Quail Spring, Whitney 
Well, Butterbredt Well, Schoolhouse Well, Gold Peak Well, a well near San Antonio 
Mine, In addition, the acquisitions could give access to Road Well which is currently 
located on BLM lands but is inaccessible to the public because it is in the closed area. 
The acquisition lands also include Landers Meadow, which is a higher elevation southern 
Sierra meadow and has great wildlife habitat value.  These areas should be identified as 
being off‐limits to any off road access in the EIR.  While springs/seeps/wells can often be 
a desirable destination point for vehicles, they disrupt the habitat and impact the 
species that rely on these critical water resources. 
 
The proposed acquisition parcels also include many ephemeral and perennial streams 
and creeks that are likely “waters of the state” and could be highly impacted by off‐road 
vehicle activities.  The EIR must comprehensively evaluate these issues. 
 
Numerous rare, threatened and endangered species have potential to occur in the 
acquisition lands.  We request that thorough, seasonal surveys be performed for 
sensitive plant species and vegetation communities, and animal species under the 
direction and supervision of the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the California 
                                                        
3 http://www.kern.audubon.org/Butterbredt_birding.htm 
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Department of Fish and Wildlife. Full disclosure of survey methods and results to the 
public and other agencies without limitations imposed by the agency must be 
implemented to assure full CESA/CEQA compliance. 

Surveys for the plants and plant communities should follow California Native Plant 
Society (CNPS) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) floristic survey 
guidelines4 and should be documented as recommended by CNPS5 and California 
Botanical Society policy guidelines. A full floral inventory of all species encountered 
needs to be documented and included in the environmental review. Surveys for animals 
should include an evaluation of the California Wildlife Habitat Relationship System’s 
(CWHR) Habitat Classification Scheme. All rare species (plants or animals) need to be 
documented with a California Natural Diversity Data Base form and submitted to the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife using the CNDDB Form6 as per the State’s 
instructions7. 

We request that the vegetation maps be at a large enough scale to be useful for 
evaluating the landscape and any potential impacts. Vegetation/riparian/wash habitat 
mapping should be at such a scale to provide an accurate accounting of riparian or wash 
areas and adjacent habitat types that will be directly or indirectly affected by the 
proposed activities. A half‐acre minimum mapping unit size is recommended, such as 
has been used for other development projects. Habitat classification should follow 
CNPS’ Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer et. al. 2009). 

Adequate surveys must be implemented, not just a single season of surveys, in order to 
evaluate the existing on‐site conditions.  Due to unpredictable precipitation, arid‐
adapted organisms have evolved to survive in harsh conditions and if surveys are 
performed at inappropriate times or year or in particularly dry years many plants that 
are in fact on‐site may not be apparent during surveys (ex. annual and herbaceous 
perennial plants). 

Because the project site is located within an identified California Essential Habitat 
Connectivity corridor8, a thorough and independent evaluation of the acquisition lands 
and how they currently function for wildlife movement is essential. The environmental 
review must evaluate all the wildlife movement corridors, both terrestrial and aerial. 
The analysis should cover movement of large mammals, as well as other taxonomic 
groups, including small mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, invertebrates, and 

                                                        
4 http://www.cnps.org/cnps/rareplants/inventory/guidelines.php and 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/Protocols_for_Surveying_and_Evaluatin
g_Impacts.pdf 
5 http://www.cnps.org/cnps/archive/collecting.php 
6 http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/pdfs/CNDDB_FieldSurveyForm.pdf  
7 http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/submitting_data_to_cnddb.asp  
8 https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=18366 
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vegetation communities. The review should first evaluate habitat suitability within the 
analysis window for multiple species, including all listed and sensitive species. The 
habitat suitability maps generated for each species should then be used to evaluate the 
size of suitable habitat patches in relation to the species average territory size to 
determine the appropriate size and location of linkages and that they provide both live‐
in and move‐through habitat. The analyses should also evaluate if suitable habitat 
patches are within the dispersal distance of each species. The environmental review 
should address both individual and intergenerational movement (i.e., will the linkages 
support metapopulations of smaller, less vagile species). In addition, the environmental 
review should consider how wildlife movement will be affected by other planned 
approved, and proposed development in the region as part of a cumulative analysis of 
the environmental threats in the area. 

Clearly the two and one quarter sections in T30S R34E (Sections 9, 15 and the southern 
quarter of 10) are inappropriate for any off‐road vehicle activity because they are 
surrounded by private lands and include key headwaters of Caliente Creek through 
Hugh Mann Canyon. 
 
Please add us on the list of interested public with regards to notices for any meetings or 
documents associated with this acquisition. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Karen Schambach 
California Field Director 
Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility 
P.O. Box 4057 
Georgetown, CA  95634 
capeer@peer.org 
530‐333‐2545 
 
 

 
Ileene Anderson 
Biologist/Public Lands Desert Director 
Center for Biological Diversity 
8033 Sunset Blvd., #447 
Los Angeles, CA  90046 
ianderson@biologicaldiversity.org 
323‐654‐5943 



November 8, 2012         
 
Mr. Dan Canfield, Planning Manager 
California Department of Parks and Recreation, 
Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division 
1725 23rd Street, Suite 200 
Sacramento, CA 95816 
 
Dear Mr. Canfield, 
 
The following are the scoping comments of the Kern-Kaweah Chapter for the Notice of Preparation 
of the EIR for the “Eastern Kern County Acquisition,” as conducted by the lead agency, the 
California Department of Parks and Recreation, Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division 
(OHMVR). 
 
We understand that the OHMVR is proposing to acquire up to 60 privately owned parcels 
(approximately 28,500 acres) in eastern Kern County, from the Renewable Resources Group. 
 
This vast open space is a biologically rich transition zone between the Western Mojave Desert and 
the Southern Sierra Nevada Range. Located within this large area are: the Jawbone-Butterbredt Area 
of Environmental Concern, parcels of land within the Sequoia National Forest boundary, and the 
well-known Butterbredt Springs, a designated “Important Birding Area.” In short, these acquisition 
lands contain large tracts of native vegetation, important springs, sensitive riparian areas, cultural 
sites and wildlife resources, which deserve the highest levels of protection. 
 
 
I.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  -The EIR must include a thorough and detailed analysis, during all 
four seasons of the year, for potential impacts to all biological resources located within the 
acquisition lands: 
      
   A. Native Wildlife – The EIR must consider baseline studies of existing populations, migration 
corridors, and foraging areas of wildlife species. 
      
   B. Avian Species – Many of the canyons provide migration corridors for passerine bird species in 
the fall and spring. In addition, there must be a baseline study for local raptor populations. This 
information must document known raptor nesting, foraging, and migration patterns. 
 
   C. Bats – Many species of bats live in the Western Mojave Desert Canyon and Southern Sierra 
Nevada Range. A baseline study of bat populations living in the proposed acquisition area must be 
conducted. 
 
   D. Soils and Hydrology – Fragile and erodible soils and drainages are vulnerable to development 
pressures such as road building and new trails. The potential for fugitive dust impacts must be 
thoroughly addressed. 



 
   E. Habitat Fragmentation – The NOP states that anticipated activities would fall into five broad 
categories of visitor use. The EIR must adequately address the impacts these proposed activities 
would incur on further fragmenting wildlife habitat in this region. Consideration must include 
wildlife habitat that has already been impacted by fragmentation in adjacent lands, both private and 
public. 
 
II. RED ROCK CANYON STATE PARK – The EIR must adequately address any impacts to 
adjacent Red Rock Canyon State Park. Currently, there is no Red Rock Canyon General Plan in 
place. This important guidance document must be completed prior to the expenditure of funds for 
procurement of proposed OHV Park lands, so that Red Rock Canyon SP is afforded the protection 
that is necessary.  
 
III. PACIFIC CREST NATIONAL SCENIC TRAIL - The Pacific Crest Trail (PCT) stretching for 
over 2600 miles from our borders with Mexico and Canada, is an internationally known 
hiking/equestrian path. Impacts to trail resources from illegal OHV trespass must be considered in the 
EIR.  
 
IV.  ADJACENT BLM PARCELS  - The proposed acquisition area is checkerboarded with BLM 
lands. The EIR must consider the natural resources of adjacent BLM parcels, and the potential 
impacts of any proposed development. 
 
V.  LAW ENFORCEMENT and MONITORING – The proposed acquisition area of 28,500 acres 
will need additional law enforcement staff to both patrol the property and dispatch offenders. 
Adjacent Red Rock Canyon has suffered for years from a lack of adequate law enforcement 
personnel. As a result, natural resources have been degraded. What permanent and reliable funding 
will be allocated for an appropriate law enforcement staff to monitor the acquisition lands?  
 
VI.  COMPLETE SET OF ALTERNATIVES – The EIR must include a complete set of alternatives 
that thoroughly discuss all possible development scenarios, including “no development,” for land use 
in the acquisition area.  
 
Protection of the natural resources in the remaining open space of Eastern Kern County must be a 
priority. The combination of wind energy development and unauthorized OHV trails have already 
impacted the lands north of Highway 58 and east of Highway 14 in Eastern Kern County. We believe 
there must be a balance between development and protecting valuable open space for the health of 
both wildlife and future generations. 
 
Please add my name to future mailings and announcements for this issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Georgette Theotig, Chair   (gtheotig@sbcglobal.net)  
Kern-Kaweah Chapter, Sierra Club 
P.O. Box 38 
Tehachapi, CA 93581 
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Western Rockhound Association 
941 East Ridgecrest Blvd. 

Ridgecrest, CA 93555 
 
 

November 10, 2012 
 
ATT:  Mr. Dan Canfield, Planning Manager 
 
1.  We support the acquisition of the Renewable Resources (aka the Rudnick/Onyx Ranch) lands for sale 
within and near BLM’s Jawbone facility, if certain conditions are met. 
 
2.  Assurances that NOT one square inch of the acquisition lands will be granted or added to Red Rock 
Canyon State Park or gifted to Sequoia National Forest.  (We understand that the legislature can do 
whatever it wishes.  These assurances should be in writing; possibly included within the EIR, and come 
from State Parks.) 
 
3.  Assurances that neither environmental NGOs nor some park management business will be 
contracted to manage/operate the acquisition lands, as has happened with a significant number of State 
Parks. 
 
4.  We recognize the acquisition is merely an exchange of paper having no direct environmental 
consequences in and of itself.  However, from that point on there may be environmental consequences 
and as all the lands are private an EIR must be completed which covers the indirect and potential direct 
consequences of the acquisition.  However, WRA believes that a very good case can be made that there 
should also be an EIS because of the intermingling of Bureau of Land Management lands, as well.   

Additionally, there are two listed animal species (the Desert Tortoise and the California Condor, which 
make these acquisition lands their home (tortoise) and hunting grounds (California Condor), as well as a 
number of migratory birds which are on some list or another, but only pass through.   And one state 
listed animal species, which the federal government refuses to list.  The Mojave Ground Squirrel is that 
specie. We are unsure of the total number of listed plant species.  This list changes often. 
 
5.  There will have to be an Interim MOU for most of the acquisition and that Interim MOU should be 
between State Parks OHMVR Division, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and Friends of Jawboned and 
possibly the County of Kern and should be part of the EIR which evaluates the direct and indirect 
consequences.  There should be a second MOU between State Parks OHMR Division, the National Forest 
and the Friends of Jawbone and possibly the County of Kern, The Interim MOUs should be public 
documents and then with whatever modifications are made, should become a part of the General Plan 
EIR/EIS.  (We suggest the County of Kern at some level be involved in this process; especially as the 
county has recently begun to develop a county wide road and trails plan.  This is the justification for 
including them as possible participants in the MOUs.   
 
6.  It makes really good sense for State Parks to give Red Rock Canyon State Park to the OHMVR Division 
to include its management in a MOU with BLM and the Friends of Jawbone and in the General Plan and 
EIR/EIS.  (And possibly the County of Kern.} 
 



BLM, Friends of Jawbone, and some SVRAs have been providing maintenance and other help for Red 
Rock Canyon State Park for years.  WRA does not believe Red Rock Canyon’s General Plan has been 
completed and if given to the OHMVR Division a General Plan could be completed at the same time as 
the one for the acquisition.  Again, it just makes good sense. (Should State Parks conclude this would be 
to controversial they could enter into a MOU with the County of Kern which could then contract through 
a MOU with the OHMVR Division of State Parks, the Bureau of Land Management and Friends of 
Jawbone for its operation.   Or the State of California could give up the state park and the lands would 
revert back to BLM which could then enter into a MOU with all parties.  Then the Friends of Jawbone 
could go in to the area and do its usual great job of rehabilitation.  Environmentally, it makes sense.  
 
7.  Page 3, the first bullet point of the Notice of Preparation speaks to continuation of activities and 
access however it fails to mention a number of on-going activities.  Assurances must be provided that all 
activities currently happening on the proposed acquisition lands must continue.  (To name just a few of 
those missing from the list:  Ranching  (this is these families livelihood; we are recreating), hunting, 
shooting,  mining, rockhounding , ballooning, rock climbing, geocaching, Grand Prix’s , kite flying, radio 
controlled automobiles and or aircraft, photography, filming,  star gazing, and others we are not aware 
off)   
 
8)  The lease(s) for the cattle grazing should be signed 1 minute after the sale is completed or 
acknowledged in some way. 
 
9)  Page 3, the second bullet point of the Notice of Preparation speaks to a number of activities which 
are expected to increase.  They probably will.  It must be pointed out that the BLM, the Friends of 
Jawbone and the Kern County Sheriff’s Department and their Search and Rescue Group have been 
providing all of the named categories of maintenance and operations and are expected to continue to 
do so.   The OHMVR Division of State Parks will provide an extra needed presence. 
 
10)  Natural and cultural resource management activities are being provided to approximately 28,500 
acres of private land; receiving care and protection from the land owners through a MOU with the 
Friends of Jawbone.  It would be wise for the OHMVR Division of State Parks to continue to contract with 
the Friends of Jawbone as they already know many of the areas requiring protection. 
 
11)  The State Parks OHMVR Division proposes to issue permits for special activities “which are 
themselves potentially subject to separate CEQA review”.  The level of activities which trigger this 
special permit should be provided in this EIR and again in the General Plan.  The responsible party for 
issuing the permit(s) should be included in the MOUs. 
 
The EIR and the General Plan should address how it will handle those activities which have already been 
through a BLM review (EA or EIS).  Will it be necessary to review them again? 
 
12)  The EIR should evaluate the potential for several single track loops which would be signed only for 
use by motorcycles and bicycles. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment, 
 
Sincerely, 
 



 
Marie Brashear. Land Use Coordinator 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Beze, Norman L [mailto:norman.l.beze@boeing.com] 
Sent: Sunday, November 11, 2012 4:57 PM
To: Canfield, Dan
Subject: Eastern Kern County Acquisition Comments

Dear Mr. Dan Canfield,

My simple comments to the proposal I witnessed from the OHMVR on Tuesday, 
10/16/12 are as follows:

I would only support the acquisition of land by the state if there existed substantial 
evidence that the intention of the OHMVR was to support significant development 
of OHV access to the areas over and above existing dirt road system. There needs 
to be increased single-track two-wheeled recreation to satisfy the majority of dirt 
riders that frequent the area.

Norman L. Beze
2205 N. Dora Ct.
Simi Valley, CA 93063

Eastern Kern County Acquisition Comments
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Comments upon the Notice of Preparation and Scoping of the EIR for the SP/OHMVR in Eastern Kern 
County  of 28,500 acres. 

First – this is a huge document and difficult to get through.   I do request an extension for at least one 
month of the comment period. 

Here is a quick summary of my concerns which either are not addressed, or inadequately addressed in 
my opinion. 

1. The direct effect on the land by the destruction of land and vegetation.  The many vehicles tearing up 
the soil will cause erosion, loss of water retaining ability, and destruction of air quality because of the 
dust. 

2. Direct biological impacts destroying the habitat for many creatures, mice, lizards, bats,  skunks, 
raccoons, deer, coyotes, bears, and all kinds of birds, including those protected by the Migratory bird 
act. 

3. Impacts upon surrounding areas. Already the ORVs that enter through Jawbone Canyon BLM off-road 
area are causing damage to all areas surrounding this riding area.  This includes: 

 Private landowners – who have already had to post their land with signs like “Trespassers will   
 shot”  

 The Pacific Crest Trail – which passes through this proposed development and near Jawbone             
 Canyon and is blatantly used by OHV riders, causing trail damage and disturbance to hikers. 

Surrounding wilderness areas, BLM and National Forest –rogue riders are already cutting tracks 
into designated wilderness, destroying the wilderness values and creating headaches for the 
governing agencies. 

Red Rock Canyon State Park seems to be treated as an OHV area by that community.  It is not.         
 It needs a Specific Plan stating that it is a state park, not an OHV area. 

4. Direct impact upon the major migratory bird corridor down from Lake Isabella to Butterbrecht 
Springs, and including Butterbrecht Springs in this sacrifice area.  This spring is a major source of water 
for migrants on this dry area of the migratory corridor, and is vital for their survival. 

5. There is an existent Jawbone Canyon ACEC.  How is an OHV area compatible with it? 

6.  How will the State agency enforce limits and regulations upon the users of an open area, given the 
already proven record of non-compliance by many within that community?  Where will it get the 
millions of dollars necessary  for enforcement, as well as the determination to do so?  Where is any 
protection for those affected by the noise, dust, erosion, trash,  toxic products, intrusiveness, and other 
impacts dumped indiscriminately upon local plant, animal, and human lives already utilizing this area? 



7. Cumulative impacts are an important part of any EIR.  Already a huge impact has hit this area with the 
development of miles of wind farms.  The cumulative impacts of wind farms and OHVers must be 
considered for this southeastern part of the Sierra Nevada range, from Hwy 179 to the Tejon Ranch 
Conservancy. 

Please include my imput in your scoping comments received, and addresses these concerns. 

Sincerely,  

Louise M. French                                                                      
14140 Chimney Rock Road                                     
Paso Robles, California 93446              
805-239-7338                

lettyfrench@gmail.com 

November 11, 2012, 4:00pm 
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From: Brendan Hughes [mailto:hugajoshuatree@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 3:26 AM
To: Canfield, Dan
Subject: Scoping Comments-East Kern County Acquisition

Hello. My name is Brendan Hughes and I would like to provide scoping comments for CA State 
Parks' East Kern County Acquisition. I fully support this acquisition, which will consolidate 
management and protect resources.

If CA State Parks acquires this land, they should observe a few restrictions on the land. First, 
OHV routes should not be expanded on the properties intermixed with BLM limited use lands. 
There are currently many miles of OHV routes and opportunities on this land, and in the adjacent 
OHV open areas, so State Parks should be focused on repairing impacts to these lands that go off 
of the BLM designated routes. Also, State Parks should not allow renewable energy development 
on ANY of these parcels. This is a scenic recreation area, an ACEC, and a national treasure for 
its unique transition zone qualities. This land should be left as is for human recreation and 
wildlife protection. Also, renewable energy development in the area has proven disastrous for the 
golden eagle. Additionally, State Parks should work with BLM to retire grazing allotments in 
this area. Cattle are very hard on the land in this area, and proper management for ecosystem 
health would require cattle to be removed. Finally, State Parks should protect the precious water 
resources in this area from development or degradation. The water resources in this area are 
critical for migratory and resident birds, as well as other wildlife, and should be fully and 
energetically protected.

Thank you for your consideration.

Brendan Hughes
61093 Prescott Trail
Joshua Tree, CA 92252

FW: Scoping Comments-East Kern County Acquisition
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From: Mark Mcguire [mailto:mamcgu@hughes.net]
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 9:33 AM
To: Canfield, Dan
Subject: Eastern Kern County Acquisition

Mr. Canfield:

I wish to inform you of my opposition to any more lands set aside or purchased for the purpose of 
motorized vehicle recreation. This form of diversion is already responsible for extreme environmental 
degradation in Kern and other Southern California Counties. We do not need more land devoted to this, 
but less.

This form of recreation should be restricted to perhaps 20 acre parcels near landfills and other high 
traffic areas so as not to degrade further the little open land left.

Sincerely,
Mark McGuire
POB 53
20543 Cap Canyon Road
Onyx CA 93255
760-378-4800

FW: Eastern Kern County Acquisition
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From: Pam Nelson [mailto:pamela05n@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2012 9:24 AM
To: Canfield, Dan
Subject: Comments on OHMVR Scoping process, Kern County land acquisition

Dear Mr. Canfield;
I have many concerns about this acquisition. There are ongoing vehicular impacts to adjacent 
areas that have not been addressed. Acquiring more land for OHV use will only cause more 
destruction and illegal use to this region. Air and water quality and habitat degradation is 
already at stake. Making larger areas susceptible to vehicles will only make these problems 
increase on a larger scale.
Law Enforcement officers have complained about insufficient funds and personnel for 
patrolling the impacted areas to date. What plan will the Division implement to fund and staff 
additional LEOs to mitigate the existing and additional intrusions onto private and public lands 
in Kern County? The OHMVR Division has not complied with SB742 which mandated that a 
study be conducted regarding large, visible IDs for OHVs. It is imperative that this study be 
conducted in advance of expanding OHV opportunities in Kern County. OHMVR Division needs 
to participate in a dialogue about conflict between quiet recreation and OHV use before more 
off-road riding opportunities are developed.
Red Rock Canyon State Park will be directly affected by the OHMVR land 
acquisition. Completion of the Red Rock Canyon General Plan was suspended in 2009 due to 
budgetary issues. The Division must put first things first. The RRC General Plan must be 
addressed, assessed, and completed prior to expenditure of funds for procurement of proposed 
adjacent OHV Park lands.
The Pacific Crest Trail, has been under siege by illegal dirt bike riders. Even though legal OHV 
opportunities are located in Kern County within minutes of the PCT, lawless riders choose to 
destroy public and private lands. Hikers and equestrians will feel the adverse effects of noise 
and dust, and inevitable trespass from parcels adjacent to the Pacific Crest Trail. These parcels 
should not be considered for acquisition. A large buffer of parcels is needed to protect this 
important trail.
Many of the existing communities, such as the Caliente community, find OHV use in direct 
conflict with rural residents’ lifestyle, horse and cattle ranching, and cattle grazing.   Again, large 
buffering parcels are needed to protect their quality of life. 
The only valid use of off-road vehicles on public lands is for the enjoyment and appreciation of 
our lands, not to destroy them. This means that using vehicles for touring and access to trails, 
campgrounds and non-grading activities are a priority. Allowing destruction of the land, air and 
water quality, habitat and human quality of life by a high impact activity is not valid.

So, if acquisition of more lands for OHV use is to be considered, a detailed plan for more law 
enforcement, buffers around the PCT and local residents and use of the designated roads for 
valid activities (touring and access) must be well prescribed. If OHV play and racing is part of 
this plan it should be on contained private parcels with mitigations in place.

EKCA Scoping Comment
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Sincerely,
Pam Nelson
38723 Hwy 79
Warner Springs, CA 92086
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From: scotts4hire@aol.com [mailto:scotts4hire@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 8:02 AM
To: Jones, Peter
Subject: Re: EKCA Scoping Comment

Dear Dan,thanks for the opportunity to comment on the proposed EKCA.I and many others look 
forward to the possibility of this area being opened for public use in the Jawbone Canyon region.As 
you know,off road recreational opportunities in the Mojave Desert have been greatly reduced in the 
last few years for a variety of reasons.Yet,even with a weak economy,families go in search of 
places to go that are within reasonable driving distance from Los Angeles.The Jawbone Canyon 
area has been a favorite destination for many of these folks,but with the closing of hundreds of 
"illegal" trails,many of these campers have quit coming.I have owned and operated the Jawbone 
Canyon Store for 10 years,and although we work very hard at getting and keeping our 
customers,the currant system of high speed roads with a few scattered trails does not appeal to 
many families.It is not safe for little ones,and offers few challenges for experienced off roaders.I 
believe the acquisition of the proposed additional property to Jawbone could create a much 
needed trail system,possibly graded the way ski areas are.I have many ideas to carefully develop 
this property with minimal impact to the land [ and animals ].I would encourage study of other off 
road riding areas that use more cost effective volunteer groups for trail maintenance,instead of 
heavy machinery.I believe the heavy use of fencing and excessive signing greatly detracts from any 
off road experience. The economic impact of adding this area to what exists must also be 
considered.The trail closures of the past few years have hurt the many small businesses that 
depend on tourist dollars.Some have closed,others are barely hanging on.The adding of a well 
planned area to what exists could make this what I have always thought it could be,a world class off 
road area,unlike any other. 
Sincerely,Scott Spencer

FW: EKCA Scoping Comment
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From: George Stavaris [mailto:george.stavaris@trinitipartners.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2012 8:33 AM
To: Canfield, Dan
Subject: Eastern Kern County Land Acquision

Dear Dan:

As the past President of the City of Los Angeles North Valley Area Planning Commission for over 6 years, 
I know the difficult decisions you are faced. This one is rather simple. As an avid off-road motorcycle 
rider finding safe open area to ride is becoming more and more scarce. You agencies decision to acquire 
more land to increase the trail system is a sound decision.

The current trail system is dangerously inadequate for the ever-increasing number of users. Now that 
many of the trails in the limited use area have been graded flat and widened to accommodate trucks, 
the likelihood of head on accidents with vehicles that take up the majority of the trail’s width has 
increased dramatically. By increasing the trail system by adding low speed trails (difficult), this added 
capacity will reduce head on accidents.

OHV monies should always and as promised be spent on OHV areas, to increase the land and to protect 
the tax payers whom pay into the fund. I hope you can see this point of view and make the right 
decision.

Should you have any questions for me, please feel free to call or email.

George Stavaris 
Partner
Triniti Partners, Inc.
15260 Ventura Boulevard | Suite 1200
Sherman Oaks | California 91403
T 818.788.3800 | F 818.302.2320 | C 818.429.9412
george.stavaris@trinitipartners.com | www.trinitipartners.com | Lic. 01267454

Connect with me on LinkedIn | Follow Us on Twitter | Friend Us on Facebook

FW: Eastern Kern County Land Acquisition
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From: Craig Weisman [mailto:craigw@told.com]
Sent: Monday, October 22, 2012 5:34 PM
To: Canfield, Dan
Subject: Eastern Kern County Acquisition Response

Mr Dan Canfield,

As an avid off-road motorcycle rider, I am all for your agency acquiring this land to increase the trail 
system for motorized use.  The current trail system is dangerously inadequate for the ever-
increasing number of users. Now that many of the trails in the limited use area have been graded flat 
and widened to accommodate trucks, the likelihood of head on accidents with vehicles that take up the 
majority of the trail’s width has increased dramatically. By increasing the trail system by adding low 
speed trails (difficult), this added capacity will reduce head on accidents.

Should your agency uses funds earmarked for OHV recreation, I hope that they act in the best interests 
of the group, instead of giving in to the unrealistic demands of the city dwelling environmentalists.

Please see the attached article.

Craig Weisman
Senior Partner
D.R.E. #01104478

TOLD CA DRE #01132455
5940 Variel Avenue
Woodland Hills, CA 91367
Office (818) 466-0258
Fax:    (818) 593-3850

FW: Eastern Kern County Acquisition Response
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Summary of Hopes, Concerns, Issues Organized by Subject – Proposed Eastern Kern County Acquisition Focus Group Meeting 

Hopes Concerns Related Issues 

Recreation Opportunity 

Expand well managed and well maintained OHV 
recreation 

Loss of hunting opportunities  

Expand OHV opportunities, including 4X4 trails, 
open areas 

Overly restrictive uses of trails; route, trail, and 
open area closures 

 

Focus on adding single track trails; the area has very 
few for motorized use 

Trail density and destination oriented route 
opportunities for OHV 

 

Reduce “useless” trail maintenance; fewer dirt 
freeways 

Have trails already been decided on? Will public be 
notified/included on these plans? 

 

Keep existing trails in Jawbone/Dove Springs Open 
Areas 

Loss of existing routes and trails  

Additional open areas   

Biological Resources 

If the entire property under consideration is 
purchased, will it help with habitat connectivity 

Funds may be insufficient to protect riparian areas  

Wildlife habitat and bird migration pathway is well 
protected and managed 

Protect black butterflies  

Development of wildlife interpretive areas and 
programs 

Protect Butterbredt Spring and adjacent area  

Cultural Resources 

Ensure Native American land and artifacts are 
protected, including surveys and monitoring to 
ensure protection and recognition of sites  

Can cultural resources be adequately protected?  

Ensure sites are respected during construction/ 
maintenance 

Given the large number of acres to be surveyed for 
cultural resources, some sites may be missed 

 

Provide sufficient resources to include culturally 
affiliated and experienced Native American 
consultants in the preliminary and final cultural 
resource surveys for CEQA 

Will there be adequate resources for Native 
American consultant surveys? 
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Other Resources 

 Will there be adequate funding for protection of 
highly erodible soils in special areas? 

 

 Will water rights be obtained?  

 Need flexibility regarding water development  

General Resource Management 

Become a showcase example of sustainable 
multiple use 

Will appropriate management be available? How will BLM-OHMVR Division checkerboard be 
managed? 

Interpretive signage in areas of interest or with 
sensitive resources; these could be a teaching tool 
to public that may encourage their understanding 
and desire to support protection of these areas 

Will there be adequate education? We need maps, 
and interpretation to explain why people should 
stay out of protected areas. Education is a critical 
part of this. 

 

Provide better education/information on how to 
experience this sensitive area without damaging it 
and why it needs protection and preservation. 
Present this information on Friends of Jawbone 
map and all OHV/BLM handouts 

Natural resource protection must be done in a 
manner that makes the resource sustainable 

 

Sustain and potentially increase OHV motorized 
recreation with reduced impacts to resources as a 
result of a well thought out and implemented 
management plan 

Environmentally sensitive areas should not allow 
motorized recreation 

 

Protect sensitive resources Need adequate resources to protect communities 
and Pacific Crest Trail from illegal OHV use 

 

Ensure acquisition areas are adequately and 
continually monitored 

  

Hope the area acquired is not developed more than 
it already is. It’s a fantastic piece of original 
California – rare these days. Preference is to leave it 
as wild as it can be. 

  

Ensure areas of critical concern are protected and 
off limits to any OHV use 
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Park Operations/Management 

State Parks and BLM will develop a Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU), which allows state to 
manage as a lead agency 

Concern regarding management with conjunction 
of BLM and OHMVR Division. Who is in charge? 
Who will acquire, who will manage, and how? 

 

Improved management of lands through greater 
partnership between state and BLM 

What happens if long-term management/ 
operations dollars don’t materialize 

 

OHMVR Division will bring management resources – 
patrol and enforcement, outreach and education, 
restoration and monitoring – to benefit this area 

Ensure enforcement practices are well defined and 
fully funded 

 

Recognize that management is currently occurring 
in OHV usage areas and hope that State Parks will 
draw on this local expertise and provide resources 
to support it 

Can OHMVR Division maintain/protect this vast 
area? Expand partnerships with special interest 
groups and those now involved. 

Partnership with Friends of Jawbone. 

Include communication with stakeholders to work 
through the issues that will arise 

That Friends of Jawbone can continue to do what it 
has been doing without reinventing what it’s doing. 

 

Provide adequate enforcement funding Can open areas co-exist with other uses?  

Implement buffer zones  What is being done with property outside existing 
OHV area? 

 

Continue all existing land uses  Friends of Jawbone/BLM collaboration on Jawbone 
and Dove Springs 

 

No further development; leave it as wild as 
possible. Ideally it would be less developed.  

BLM’s mandate is to protect natural resources 
while at the same time provide for multiple use of 
the lands it administers; the acquisition must bear 
this in mind 

 

Use Hungry Valley SVRA as a model Maps should delineate areas that should be off 
limits; must educate 

 

 OHMVR Division has spotty record. It points with 
pride to Hungry Valley omitting mention of Ocotillo 
Wells/Cahuilla [Truckhaven] area, a complete 
disaster, causing great concern. 
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Livestock/Agriculture 

Include an agricultural plan in planning effort Loss of grazing. Documents do not address 
agricultural production capacity for local ranching 
business. There will be an economic loss to local 
agricultural businesses. California Cattlemen’s 
Assoc. and Farm Bureau are concerned about 
reducing availability of land which removes the 
ability to produce for the consumer 

 

Maintain successful grazing where it currently exists Federal grazing permits require landowners wishing 
to exclude cattle to fence them out. How will 
OHMVR Division handle fencing and will it be an 
adequate addition to the plan? 

 

Continue to develop and spread water on desert for 
cattle and wildlife resource management 

How can OHMVR Division mitigate the loss of water 
sources for grazing land? 

 

 There is an important facility at Kelso camp, which 
is critical to business and shipping and receiving. 
Will this remain? 

 

 Can grazing remain a viable financial enterprise 
given a new management paradigm? 

 

 Why acquire certain parcels, e.g., Kelso Camp, 
School House, that are extremely important to the 
grazing operation on BLM and USFS permits? 

 

Planning/CEQA Processes 

Have management plans ready prior to acquisition Planning and CEQA process is being rushed If resource issues are identified during EIR, then it 
would be good to see mitigation, such as reroutes, 
included in the same plan. This would eliminate the 
cost of additional EIRs. 

Include everyone in plan development, not just 
OHV representatives 

Need better maps, e.g., topographical maps clearly 
marking water 

Consult, consult, consult 

Balance recreation with conservation, i.e., project 
becomes a win-win for environmental concerns vs. 
recreation opportunities 

Does OHMVR Division have a well-defined baseline 
of areas that need to be protected or know what 
exactly exists on the ground now? Without baseline 
of areas you can’t assess where you are going. 
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Don’t use a CEQA statement of overriding 
consideration 

Mitigation plan has a high priority  

Complete and implement project area plans in a 
timely manner 

Landowners should be completely informed on all 
plans 

 

Need better communication – state with local land 
owners and ranches. 

  

Implement a consensus driven process EIR must lay out trail design/management plans  

Energy Development 

Project will abate threat of wind energy and other 
renewable energy development 

What are the long-term plans? Will wind or solar be 
permitted on park lands or interspersed on BLM 
lands?  

 

OHMVR Division will not lease back lands for future 
energy development on new land or allow 
transmission to land locked BLM parcels for future 
energy extraction by current applications. 

Will lands be leased back, sold, or traded for 
alternative energy? 

 

 Are the ridgelines reserved (or zoned) for wind 
energy development in the future? 

 

 Influx/inclusion of alternative energy in area  

 Confused about developer’s decision to sell the 
land at this time. Factors include appraisal price, 
zoning change, transmission currently being 
brought into area, covenant recorded between City 
of Vernon and Kern County, etc. Doesn’t make 
sense. 

 

Other 

Friends of Jawbone endorses visible identification 
to aid law enforcement response to illegal riding 

Land is never enough; users always want more – 
any use, not only OHV 

 

Buy City of Vernon land parcel Where does the money come from?  

 Will there be money available for management, 
operations, and maintenance well into the future, 
especially given the difficult economy? 

 

 What did OHMVR Division learn from trying to 
acquire land outside of Bakersfield? 
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 How would general plan affect existing 1986 BLM 
plan? 

 

 Who else is actively involved in trying to purchase 
the lands? Is there an alternative buyer with a 
competing offer? 

 

 Acquisition of rest of Onyx (northern end) as 
mitigation 

 

 The subsidized bailout of ReNu is the face of the 
failure of the extension of Production Tax Credits 

 

 

 
Agencies, Organizations, and Businesses Represented: 
• AMA District 37 
• BLM 
• California Off-Road Vehicle Association (CORVA) 
• Desert Advisory Council 
• Friends of Jawbone 
• Friends of Piute Mountain Communities 
• Hafenfeld Ranch, LLC 
• Kern Valley Indian Council 
• ORV Watch 
• ReNu Resources 
• Stewards of the Sequoia 
• The Nature Conservancy 
• U.S. Marine Corps 
• USFS 
• Individual members of the public
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Eastern Kern County Property Acquisition Draft EIR – February 2013 
California Department of Parks and Recreation, Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division 

Table B‐1. Eastern Kern County Property Acquisition Project Parcels 

Parcel Size and Characteristics 

APN and 
Parcel ID Code 

Acres  Parcels with 
Designated 
OHV Routes* 

Parcels with 
Street‐Legal 
Only Roads 

Roads and Other Known Features 

153‐012‐03 
L‐1 

122.9    X  Piute Mountain Road, in Sequoia 
National Forest, corral, next to Pacific 
Crest Trail 

153‐012‐05 
L‐2 

41.4      In Sequoia National Forest, spring‐fed 
creek into pond 

153‐012‐07 
L‐3 
 

81.3      In Sequoia National Forest 

153‐080‐02 
K‐1 

322.5      Volunteer trail observed, trough 

153‐080‐08 
K‐2 

322.2      Volunteer trail observed 

153‐070‐03 
K‐3 

40       

153‐070‐02 
K‐4 

321.1  X    Butterbredt Canyon Road (SC123), 
Pacific Crest Trail crosses parcel 

153‐080‐05 
K‐5 

160      Volunteer trail observed 

153‐080‐04 
K‐6 

640    X  S. Kelso Valley Road, volunteer trail 
observed 

153‐070‐07 
K‐7 

640       

153‐030‐05 
K‐8 

 

640  X    Sorrel Peak Road (National Forest 
System Road), Sorrel Peak, 
meteorological tower, next to Sequoia 
National Forest 

153‐100‐03 
K‐9 

640      Volunteer trail observed 

153‐090‐01 
K‐10 

640      Volunteer trail observed 

153‐090‐03 
K‐11 

640      Volunteer trail observed 

153‐100‐13 
K‐12 

603.3      Spring 

153‐100‐10 
K‐13 

640    X  Kelso Valley Road, Kelso Cabin, active 
corrals, Green Spring, wetland/pond 
near springs 
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Eastern Kern County Property Acquisition Draft EIR – February 2013 
California Department of Parks and Recreation, Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division 

Table B‐1. Eastern Kern County Property Acquisition Project Parcels 

Parcel Size and Characteristics 

APN and 
Parcel ID Code 

Acres  Parcels with 
Designated 
OHV Routes* 

Parcels with 
Street‐Legal 
Only Roads 

Roads and Other Known Features 

153‐090‐05 
K‐14 

640      Volunteer trail observed 

153‐051‐03  
K‐15 

 

634.5    X  Jawbone Canyon Road, Cottonwood 
Creek runs through parcel, next to 
Sequoia National Forest 

153‐120‐02 
K‐16 

640      Water storage for cattle grazing, Quail 
Spring  

153‐120‐04 
K‐17 

120      Volunteer trail observed 

153‐110‐01 
K‐18 

632.3    X  Jawbone Canyon Road, Kelso Valley 
Road, volunteer trail observed 

153‐110‐03 
K‐19 

634    X  Jawbone Canyon Road, BLM range 
fencing 

153‐120‐07 
K‐20 

512.7    X  Jawbone Canyon Road, Kelso Valley 
Road, Schoolhouse Well, windmill near 
well, livestock features 

153‐070‐05 
B‐1 

631.5  X    Butterbredt Canyon Road (SC123), 
SC124, next to Pacific Crest Trail, water 
storage, trough 

153‐140‐08 
B‐2 

317.2  X    Butterbredt Canyon Road (SC123), 
pipeline 

153‐140‐07 
B‐3 

320  X    Butterbredt Canyon Road (SC123), 
pipeline, water storage, trough 

153‐160‐02 
B‐4 

635.9  X    Butterbredt Canyon Road (SC123), 
Butterbredt Well, small old depression, 
camp, volunteer trail observed, pipeline 

153‐160‐06 
B‐5 

323       

153‐160‐04 
B‐6 

638.8  X    Butterbredt Canyon Road (SC123), 
volunteer trail observed 

153‐180‐04 
B‐7 

200      Road from Butterbredt Spring Area, 
volunteer trail observed 

153‐180‐02 
B‐8 

80       

153‐180‐12 
B‐9 

80      Butterbredt Canyon Road (SC123), 
Butterbredt Spring, camp, trough 
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Eastern Kern County Property Acquisition Draft EIR – February 2013 
California Department of Parks and Recreation, Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division 

Table B‐1. Eastern Kern County Property Acquisition Project Parcels 

Parcel Size and Characteristics 

APN and 
Parcel ID Code 

Acres  Parcels with 
Designated 
OHV Routes* 

Parcels with 
Street‐Legal 
Only Roads 

Roads and Other Known Features 

153‐170‐01 
B‐10 

640      Volunteer trail observed, Old mine shaft 
filled with debris 

153‐130‐01 
D‐1 

640.2  X    Dove Springs Canyon Road (SC103), OHV 
camps, meterological tower 

153‐130‐03 
D‐2 

639.6  X    Dove Springs Canyon Road (SC103), 
SC129, volunteer trail observed, Gold 
Peak Well, pipelines, trough, camp, next 
to Dove Springs Open Area 

153‐130‐05 
D‐3 

640  X    SC99, SC103, SC180, volunteer trail 
observed 

153‐150‐04 
D‐4 

640  X    SC99, SC173, volunteer trail observed 

153‐140‐05 
A‐1 

640  X    Alphie Springs Rd (SC 176) 

153‐150‐02 
A‐2 

400  X    Alphie Springs Rd (SC 176), volunteer 
trail observed, Small pit 4’ deep, 
meterological tower 

153‐150‐06 
A‐3 

280  X    Alphie Springs Rd (SC 176), SC171, water 
storage, old pond, well, corral, trough 

153‐170‐03 
A‐4 

640      Fenced in water tank with abandoned 
lines, , OHV camps, volunteer trail 
observed, pipeline, buildings and small 
cemetery adjacent 

153‐170‐06 
A‐5 

640  X    Alphie Springs Road (SC 176), volunteer 
trail observed, Alphie Spring, pond 

153‐170‐04 
A‐6 

600      Volunteer trail observed 

444‐070‐05 
A‐7 

476.7      Open pits, volunteer trail observed 

444‐070‐09 
A‐8 

640  X    Alphie Springs Road (SC 176), SC251, 
volunteer trail observed, OHV camps  

153‐240‐12 
S‐1 

616.9  X    LA Aqueduct adjacent, SC175, volunteer 
trail observed, water storage, trough, 
well 

153‐240‐14 
S‐2 

127      LA Aqueduct adjacent, unauthorized 
trails on the parcel,  
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Eastern Kern County Property Acquisition Draft EIR – February 2013 
California Department of Parks and Recreation, Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Division 

Table B‐1. Eastern Kern County Property Acquisition Project Parcels 

Parcel Size and Characteristics 

APN and 
Parcel ID Code 

Acres  Parcels with 
Designated 
OHV Routes* 

Parcels with 
Street‐Legal 
Only Roads 

Roads and Other Known Features 

153‐240‐16 
S‐3 

327.5  X    Powerline road, volunteer trail 
observed, powerlines, next to Red Rock 
Canyon State Park 

181‐020‐02 
S‐4 

611.5  X    SC262, powerlines 

181‐020‐11 
S‐5 

613.1  X    LA1&2, LA Aqueduct, Sugarloaf Peak, 
cattle guard 

181‐020‐13 
S‐6 

622  X    SC262, Powerline Road, powerlines, 
next to Red Rock Canyon State Park 

444‐090‐04 
J‐1 

640  *    Volunteer trail observed, restroom 
facilities, camp, partially in Jawbone 
Canyon Open Area  

181‐080‐32 
J‐2 

614.4  X*    LA1&2, LA Aqueduct, partially in 
Jawbone Canyon Open Area 

181‐080‐11 
J‐3 

582.4  X*    Jawbone Canyon Road, LA2, SC2, LA 
Aqueduct, fire pits, scattered trash, 
restrooms, camp areas, in Jawbone 
Canyon Open Area, powerlines 

181‐080‐30 
J‐4 

549.6  X*    Jawbone Canyon Road, Powerline Road, 
LA2, SC 3, LA Aqueduct, powerlines, 
camp areas, in Jawbone Canyon Open 
Area 

181‐190‐02 
J‐5 

480  X*    LA2, in Jawbone Canyon Open Area 

442‐020‐20 
C‐1 

640    X  Sequoia Springs Rd, ranch and 
residential buildings, farm equipment, 
Hugh Mann Canyon, tributary of Weaver 
Creek 

442‐010‐10 
C‐2 

160    X  Sequoia Springs Rd, Hugh Mann Canyon, 
tributary of Weaver Creek 

442‐030‐01 
C‐4 

640    X  Weller Road 

TOTAL  28,275       

* denotes parcels with Open Riding 

Note: Parcel C‐3, APN 442‐040‐01, is no longer part of this acquisition project 
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GRAZING PERMITS 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Field Office 
U.S. Forest Service, Kern River Ranger District 
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AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS DATA 
TRA Environmental Sciences, Inc. 
 
 

















California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2009
— by Category as Defined in the Scoping Plan

million tonnes of CO2 equivalent - (based upon IPCC Second Assessement Report's Global Warming Potentials)

2005 20062003 20042001 20022000 2007 2008 2009

Transportation 186.64186.07183.18179.39181.28174.79171.71 187.08 177.97 172.92

On Road 171.43171.14169.64166.42168.61162.16159.34 172.45 164.27 160.14
Passenger Vehicles 134.70134.81134.64133.06135.63129.28126.85 134.92 129.44 127.75
Heavy Duty Trucks 36.7336.3335.0033.3632.9832.8832.49 37.53 34.83 32.39

Ships & Commercial Boats 3.813.753.483.493.333.043.27 3.78 3.69 3.48
Aviation (Intrastate) 4.904.744.273.773.923.643.84 5.13 5.09 4.99

Rail 3.503.322.892.832.481.871.86 3.15 2.56 1.94
Unspecified 3.003.112.902.882.944.083.41 2.56 2.36 2.38

Electric Power 105.72109.02116.27113.69109.70122.90105.96 115.08 121.22 103.58

In-State Generation 51.0446.2150.2449.1450.7563.8960.07 55.28 55.40 55.53
Natural Gas 43.2138.2142.4140.9442.1655.4451.06 47.20 48.07 48.90
Other Fuels 5.665.815.626.026.396.386.92 5.90 5.17 5.28

Fugitive and Process Emissions 2.162.192.212.192.202.062.08 2.19 2.16 1.36
Imported Electricity 54.6862.8066.0264.5558.9659.0145.90 59.80 65.82 48.05

Unspecified Imports 27.9630.0232.9032.0526.9225.4214.27 32.72 37.92 14.99
Specified Imports 26.7232.7833.1232.5032.0433.5931.63 27.07 27.90 33.06

Commercial and Residential 41.6641.0442.6741.3242.9640.9942.92 41.92 41.54 42.95

Residential Fuel Use 28.4028.0829.3428.3128.7728.6130.12 28.60 28.13 28.61
Natural Gas 26.4725.8927.2926.5827.4527.3428.51 26.64 25.79 26.30
Other Fuels 1.932.192.041.721.321.271.61 1.96 2.34 2.32

Commercial Fuel Use 12.8412.5612.7112.7613.1211.3211.69 12.83 13.03 13.41
Natural Gas 11.5810.9011.1311.3411.8610.0710.24 11.45 11.22 11.41
Other Fuels 1.261.661.591.411.261.251.45 1.38 1.82 2.00

Commercial Cogeneration Heat Output 0.420.400.620.261.071.051.11 0.49 0.37 0.92

Industrial 92.3192.7593.4991.5894.2993.3496.62 89.78 87.09 81.36

Refineries 32.0530.9329.8030.6329.9829.8329.30 31.68 31.18 28.71
General Fuel Use 18.0018.1619.0518.6122.4621.0422.57 16.95 16.59 17.18

Natural Gas 12.3512.6812.7611.9315.1414.5817.12 11.52 10.83 11.05
Other Fuels 5.655.476.296.687.326.465.45 5.43 5.76 6.13

Oil & Gas Extraction [1] 13.9815.3516.4816.8215.8617.0317.60 14.60 13.95 13.40
Fuel Use 13.2115.0016.1116.0815.1316.1916.91 13.80 13.16 12.61

Fugitive Emissions 0.770.350.370.740.730.830.69 0.80 0.79 0.79
Cement Plants 9.739.909.809.709.609.509.40 9.13 8.64 5.72

Clinker Production 5.805.855.775.685.605.525.43 5.55 5.31 3.60
Fuel Use 3.934.054.034.024.003.983.96 3.58 3.33 2.12

Cogeneration Heat Output 12.2712.5213.0010.6810.7110.6011.96 11.23 10.50 10.22
Other Fugitive and Process Emissions 6.285.895.365.135.685.345.78 6.19 6.23 6.12

Recycling and Waste 7.097.006.686.716.616.656.55 7.06 7.26 7.32

Landfills [2] 6.546.476.176.236.146.216.13 6.49 6.66 6.70
Composting 0.550.530.510.480.460.440.42 0.57 0.60 0.62
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California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2009
— by Category as Defined in the Scoping Plan

million tonnes of CO2 equivalent - (based upon IPCC Second Assessement Report's Global Warming Potentials)

2005 20062003 20042001 20022000 2007 2008 2009

High GWP 14.5413.8813.3412.5911.8911.2910.76 14.81 15.77 16.32

Ozone Depleting Substance (ODS) 
Substitutes

12.7112.1411.5310.7710.029.258.55 13.08 13.95 14.51

Electricity Grid SF6 Losses [3] 1.071.121.131.141.161.241.25 1.01 1.03 1.03
Semiconductor Manufacturing [2] 0.760.620.680.680.710.800.97 0.73 0.78 0.78

Agriculture [4] 33.7532.6132.3430.6732.2629.1028.95 32.91 33.68 32.13

Livestock 18.5218.1917.5816.2717.6317.1016.43 19.72 19.90 19.64
Enteric Fermentation (Digestive Process) 9.058.978.688.328.658.408.24 9.47 9.45 9.30

Manure Management 9.479.228.907.958.988.698.18 10.26 10.45 10.35
Crop Growing & Harvesting 9.929.8210.2610.0510.268.208.70 9.40 9.91 9.84

Fertilizers 8.308.388.808.678.876.967.25 7.97 8.53 8.44
Soil Preparation and Disturbances 1.551.371.401.311.341.181.37 1.36 1.31 1.32

Crop Residue Burning 0.060.070.060.060.060.060.08 0.07 0.07 0.07
General Fuel Use 5.304.604.504.354.373.813.82 3.78 3.87 2.65

Diesel 3.853.383.153.093.022.682.51 2.66 2.98 1.77
Natural Gas 0.880.690.820.850.940.751.00 0.79 0.72 0.70

Gasoline 0.570.520.520.410.410.380.31 0.33 0.17 0.17
Other Fuels 0.010.000.000.000.000.000.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

Forestry 0.190.190.190.190.190.190.19 0.19 0.19 0.19

Wildfire (CH4 & N2O Emissions) 0.190.190.190.190.190.190.19 0.19 0.19 0.19

Total Gross Emissions 481.89482.54488.16476.14479.18479.25463.65 488.83 484.72 456.77

Forestry Net Emissions -3.87-4.03-4.16-4.16-4.16-4.30-4.49 -3.94 -3.84 -3.80

Total Net Emissions 478.02478.52484.00471.98475.02474.95459.17

[1] Reflects emissions from combustion of natural gas, diesel, and lease fuel plus fugitive emissions
[2] These categories are listed in the Industrial sector of ARB's GHG Emission Inventory sectors
[3] This category is listed in the Electric Power sector of ARB's GHG Emission Inventory sectors
[4] Reflects use of updated USEPA models for determining emissions from livestock and fertilizers

484.89 480.88 452.97
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